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A STRATEGY FOR ASSESSINGCLOSURE
PETERMURPHY
ABSTRACT

This paper looks at an argument strategy for assessing the epistemic closure
principle. This is the principle that says knowledge is closed under known
entailment; or (roughly) if S knows p and S knathat p entails g, then S knows
that q. The strategy in question looks to the individual conditions on knowledge to
see if they are closed. According to one conjecture, if all the individual conditions
are closed, then so too is knowledge. | give a dedrciirgument for this
conjecture. According to a second conjecture, if one (or more) condition is not
closed, then neither is knowledge. | give an inductive argument for this conjecture.
In sum, | defend the strategy by defending the claim that knowleddesisd if,
and only if, all the conditions on knowledge are closed. After making my case, |
look at what this means for the debate over whether knowledge is closed.

According to the epistemic closure principle (hereafter, Closure), if
someone knows th&, knows thaP entails Q goes on to infe@, and in this way
bases their belief th& on their belief thaP and their belief tha® entails Q then
they know thaQ. Similar principles cover proposed conditions on knowledge.
Call theconditions on knovedge, whatever they might Beconditions A k-
condition, C, is closed if and only if the following is true: if S meets C with
respect td® and S meets C with respectRantails Q and S goes on to infer from
these to believe® thereby basing her belithatQ on these other beliefs, then S
meets C with respect .

On one view about the relationship between knowledge and its conditions,

Closure is true just in case afclonditions are closed. Call this the Equivalence

Claim. It factors into two clans. One is
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(AC) If Closure is true then all-konditions are closed.
This claim might be of value to someone who wants to argue, in a modus tollens
fashion, against Closure. | will call it ‘AC’ fanti-Closure The other claim might
be of value to some® who wants to argue for Closure. | will call it ‘PC’ féro-
Closure It says

(PC) If all k-conditions are closed, then Closure is true.

The aim of this paper is to assess these claims and determine what role they
might play in the debate over Closur@ dnticipate, | will argue for both AC and
PC, therein arguing for Equivalence. Then | will argue that Equivalence has some
important implications for the debate over Closure.

In Section 1, | will provide reasons for thinking that Closure is important.
In Section 2, | will give a proof for PC, one that makes no assumptions about what
the correct kconditions are. In Section 3, | will argue that AC cannot be
established without making such assumptions. Still, over the course of Sections 4
and 5, | make amductive case for AC, one that takes into account what the
correct kconditions might be. | end in Section 6 by highlighting some important

implications that Equivalence has for the contemporary debate over Closure.

1.WHY CLOSUREMATTERS

There are aumber of reasons for thinking that Closure is important and
merits investigation. Let me review two. The first concerns the role that Closure

plays in a key argument for skepticism. The argument has three premises. Premise
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1: If  know that (i) | have hargdand | know that (ii) if | have hands then | am not
a handless BIV who is being electrochemically stimulated so that it merely
appears to me that | have hands, then | know that | am not such a BIV. Premise 2:
| do not know that | am not such a BIV. Preen& | know the conditional at (ii).
Conclusion: | do not know that | have hands. This argument is valid. Moreover,
Premise 3 is difficult to dispute. This means that if Premises 1 and 2 are correct,
skepticism is correct. But Premise 1 is true if Clossiteue. For this reason,
Closure is crucial to the assessment of this important argument.

Closure is also important for determining how knowledge behaves in
various patterns of inference. Consider two important principles that require the
truth of ClosureOne principle has it that knowirfggis something that one must
antecedently accomplishone is going to know, knowP entails Q and be able
to infer from these t®.2 In other words, knowin&, knowingP entails Q and
being able to infer from thedeliefs toQ requires first having independent
knowledge ofQ. The other principle, known as ‘the Transmission Principle’, is
weaker. It does not require first having independent knowled@e lofstead, it
says that if S knows th& S knows thaP entals Q, and S appropriately infers
from these t®, S can thereby come to kndfor the very first tim& Though
both of these principles are stronger than Closure, each requires the truth of
Closure® Hence, Closure must be defensible if either of theseiptes is to be

defended.
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2.A PROOF FORPC

There is a straightforward proof for PC, the claim that if albkditions are
closed, then Closure is true. For the sake of conditional proof, assume that all k
conditions are closed. Does Closure followc8 Closure has the form of a
conditional statement, assume its antecedent. It is the conjunction of four
statements: S knows that S knows thaP entails Q S infersQ, and S therein
bases the belief th& on the belief thalP and the belief tha® ertails Q. The first
conjunct implies that S meets each of theokditions with respect 8. The
second conjunct implies that S meets each of #banklitions with respect @
entails Q Next isolate each-&ondition. From the claim that S meets the iwmla
condition with respect tB, the claim that S meets it with respecPtentails Q
plus the third and fourth conjuncts in the antecedent of Closure, as well as the lead
assumption that the isolated condition is closed, it follows that S meets the
condtion with respect t&. Repeating this reasoning for eachdadition allows
us to show that S meets all thednditions with respect Q. Therefore, S knows

thatQ. This proves PC.

3. AC AND THE CONTAINMENT PRINCIPLE

Things get more complicated whese turn to AC, the claim that if one (or
more) of the kconditions is not closed, then knowledge is not clddeé natural
to try to argue for this claim by conditional proof. Call thedndition that is not

closed, C. Then begin with the assumptiaat {C is not closed. Assume, that is,
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that (1) Smeets C with respect 8, (2) Smeets C with respect @ entails Q and
(3) S does not meet C with respectd From these claims, does it follow that
Closure is false? That is, does the conjunctiomede claims follow: (4) S knows
thatP, (5) S knows tha® entails Q and (6) S does not know th@®?

(6) follows; it follows from (3). However, there is no way to derive either
(4) or (5), since (1)3) fail to imply anything about whether S meetsdndiions
other than C with respect B) as well as with respect Bbentails Q So, from the
sole fact that one-kondition is not closed, it does not follow that Closure is false.

However, there is a supplemental claim that, when added-{8)(lyields
the falsity of Closure. To see what this claim is, notice that what we need is that S
meets all the fconditions, besides C, with respect to bBtandP entails Q If S
does this, S will knowP, and S will knowP entails Q Add these last two claims
to theclaim that S fails to knowQ, and it follows that Closure is false. This means
that if S’s failure to meet the narosed condition, C, with respect@does not
entail that S fails to meet some otherdndition (besides C) with respect to either
P or P entails Q there will be room for Closure to be false. As | will put it, as long
as S’s failure to meet C with respecQas containedn the sense that it does not
spoil S’s standing with respect to eitlieor P entails Q Closure can fail. Call the
claim that this is so, the Containment Principle:

(CP) S’s failure to meet a narhosedk-condition, C, with

respect t@Q does not entail that S fails to meet any other

kcondition, D, with respect to eithBror P entails Q
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If the Contanment Principle is true, then C’s failure to be closed makes it possible
for the relevant instance of Closure to be false. But since Closure is the kind of
claim that is true if and only if it is necessarily true, the possibility that it is false
entails hat it is false.

In a moment, | will give an inductive argument for the Containment
Principle. But first | want to consider a bolder argument for the Containment
Principle. Anthony Brueckner offers a short deductive argument for this principle.
He argueshat it follows from the fact that-&onditions need to be independent of
one another. Brueckner points out that if the Containment Principle were false
then a failure to meet C with respecQavould entail a failure to meet D with
respect to eitheP or P entails Q This is equivalent to this disjunction: either
meeting D with respect t® entails meeting C with respect@ or meeting D
with respect td® entails Qentails meeting C with respect@ Focusing on the
former, Brueckner asserts that “[tlie conditions for knowledge are independent
of each other, then the satisfaction of D by S with respdewtid not entail the
satisfaction of C by S with respect@d’® Since the conditions for knowledge are
independent of each other, there is ndhsertailment. So, the Containment
Principle is true.

Brueckner’s case turns on a claim about a particular kind of epistemic
independence. What should we make of this kind of epistemic independence?
Should we require that it hold? Notice, first, that threlkn question involves

independence wa-vis two distinct kconditions (C and D), with respect to two
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distinct propositionsK and Q). Brueckner provides no supporting reasons for
requiring this independence. Moreover, methodological niceties alon& do n
allow us to ban the relevant dependency claims. The claims that would be banned
are of this form: S meets D with respecPtonly if S meets C with respect @
Consider the two most obvious sources of methodological strictures: the need to
avoid regesses and the need to keep out redundancies. Dependency claims of this
form do not introduce either a regress or a redundancy into the analysis of S
knowsP. A regress need not ensue, since the dependency claim does not entail
that S meets C with respeot® only if S meets some-&ondition (C, D, or any
other) with respect to some third propositiBnRedundancy is not introduced,
since a distinct condition, C, is imposed with respect to a distinct second
proposition,Q, and not with respect to.

Thesedependency claims, involving two distinetknditions and two
distinct propositions, contrast with other kinds of epistemic dependency claims
that are objectionable. Consider, first, claims of this form: S meets D with respect
to P only if S meets C withespect td°. This claim is redundant: all that has to be
mentioned when citing the conditions that S must meet to know P is that S meets
D; there is no need to add that S must meet C. Since analyses should be free of
redundancies, we can reasonably rtepdaims like this (at least, as long as the
claims show up in the analysis of S kndWsConsider, second, claims of this
form: S meets D with respect Boonly if S meets D with respect @ A claim

like this may trigger a regress. It will do thishitreason for imposing the
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condition is perfectly general. If it is perfectly general, it will apply to S’s meeting
D with respect t&Q. Consequently, S will meet D with respecQonly if S

meets D with respect ¥, and a regress will be triggered. &woid this kind of
regress, we need to ban this form of epistemic dependence.

The kind of dependency claim that Brueckner wants to rule out is quite
different. It introduces no redundancy and it does not trigger a regress. So there are
no clear reasons teject it. Still, | think there are good reasons to embrace the
Containment Principle. But these reasons do not stem from any methodological
stricture. Instead, they stem from the nature-obkditions and how they interact
with one another. So to supptine Containment Principle, | am going to
investigate various-konditions to see, first, which ones are closed. Then | will
determine whether the nahosed kconditions are contained vésvis other k
conditions. The first task will be taken up in thexhsection; the second task in
the following section. After surveying a numerous and diverse poal of k
conditions and showing that the Containment Principle stands up, | will be in a

position to claim that AC has been inductively suppotted.

4. A SURVEY OFK-CONDITIONS: CLOSED ANDNOT CLOSED

I will begin with the norepistemic kconditions, truth and belief; then |
will look at some familiar externalistyle conditions, a representative internalist

condition, and a no defeater condition.
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Truth is obviasly closed: if it is true thd& and it is true thal® entails Q
then it is true tha®. Belief is more complicated. On most theories of belief, belief
Is not closed: even if S believes tiRadnd S believes th& entails Q S may not
put these beliefogether to form the belief th@ People are often surprised at
what their own beliefs entail. Recall, though, that the formulation of Closure that |
am working with also includes in its antecedent a clause which says that S goes on
to believeQ and thatS does this on the basis of S’s beliefs BhahdP entails Q
What motivates including these clauses is the thought that the preceding
considerations about belief are no threat to the spirit of Closure. The spirit of
Closure concernspistemiacredentits: if someone has the epistemic credentials
needed to know, has the same credentials with respeét emtails Q and infers
and thereby comes to belie@e must one have those credentials with respect to
Q? The credentials in question are epistemitature— they are over and above
the truth and belief condition®Vith this in mind, let’s look at some epistemic
credentialsl will examine six kinds of credentials; | will argue that five of them
are not closed; | will also argue against a strategysibiaieone might use to show

that a condition is closed.

Sensitivity is not Closed: Dretske’s Zebra
According to the sensitivitgondition, S knows thd only if S’s belief that
P is sensitive. For that belief to be sensitive, the following counterfattust be

true: if P were false, S would not believe tlatSensitivity, as often noted, is not



Publishedn Erkenntniss5 (2006): 365383 Pagk0 of 30

closed. It is possible for S to sensitively believe Bhagensitively believe thd&
entails Q from these beliefs deduce (and thereby beli€yg)et fail tosensitively
believe than.

Here is a familiar case that will also serve us later. Fred sees that there is a
zebra in front of him. Believing that if there is a zebra in front of him then there is
not a cleverly disguised mule in front of him, Fred infiiet there is not a
cleverly disguised mule in front of him. Fred’s belief that there is a zebra in front
of him is sensitive: if there were not a zebra in front of him, then he would not
believe there was. His belief in the entailment is also sen$ftiewever, his
belief that there is not a cleverly disguised mule in front of him is not sensitive:
for, if there were a cleverly disguised mule there, Fred would nonetheless believe

that there was not a cleverly disguised mule there.

The Causal Conditiors not Closed: Dretske’s Zebra Again

Next is a simple version of a causal condition, one that says S know that
only if S’s belief thaP is suitably caused y. This condition has to be
supplemented with some way of figuring out when causal relatrensresent.
Once we have such a theory in place, we can ask: if one meets the causal condition
with respect td® and one does the same with respeét emtails Q and one then
deductively infer®), must one also meet the causal condition with resp&g? to
Dretske’s Zebra case doubles to show that the causal condition is not closed.

Fred’s belief that there is a zebra in front of him is suitably caused by the fact that
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there is a zebra in front of him. To support this claim, we need some reliable way
of determining if a causal relation is present. Consider, then, c causes e if and only
if: modulo identifiable kinds of counterexamples, if ¢ had not occurred, e would
not have occurred. Identifiable kinds of counterexamples include, most notably,
early, lateand trumping preemption cases, as well as prevention Caakth this
in mind, what should we say about Fred’s belief that there is a zebra in front of
him? As we saw earlier, if there were not a zebra in front of Fred, he would not
have believed thereas a zebra in front of him. Moreover, since this case is not
like any of the familiar kinds of counterexamples to the counterfactual theory of
causation, it is highly plausible that the causal relation is present.

What about Fred’s belief that if thereaszebra in front of him then there is
not a cleverly disguised mule there? It is well known that defenders of the causal
condition have had a difficult time dealing with beliefs like this. The difficulty
arises because conditional facts are arguablyadtsand therefore not fit to be
causes. For the sake of determining whether the causal condition is closed, let's
suppose that this difficulty can be overcome. That gets us to Fred’s belief that
there is not a cleverly disguised mule in front of him. Ated earlier, if there
were a cleverly disguised mule in front of Fred, he would nonetheless believe that
there was not such a mule there. This suggests that the needed causal relation is
not in place. Nor can this case be assimilated to any of the cexsuteples to the

simple counterfactual theory. So it is reasonable to think that what makes this
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belief true is not the cause of this belief. The causal condition on knowledge is,

therefore, not closed.

Safety is not Closed: Lying Larry

There is another iportant counterfactual condition, safety. It is not closed
either’? According to this condition, S knows tHarequires the truth of a
different counterfactual, namely this one: if S were to belfewbenP would be
true. That safety is not closed ikdtrated by the following case. Among my
casual acquaintances is Larry. | have no reason to doubt what Larry says. One day
he reports to me that he is married to Pat. | believe Larry and | also believe that if
Larry is married to Pat then he is marriegtoneone; so, | go on to infer that
Larry is married to someone. My belief that Larry is married to Pat is safe: in the
nearest (nomctual) worlds in which | believe it, it is true. My belief in the
entailment is also safe: it too holds in the neareskdsan which | believe it.
What about my belief that Larry is married to someone? Well suppose that Larry’s
proposal to Pat had a very low chance of succeeding. Moreover, suppose that
Larry had a backup plan: had Pat turned him down, he would have degeved
into thinking that he was married. However, he would never have lied about being
married toPat Instead, he would have told me that he was married to someone
else. Because his proposal to Pat was a longshot and he was disposed to lie in this
way, in he nearest (neactual) world in which | believe Larry is married to

someone, he is not married. So while my belief that Larry is married to Pat is safe,
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and my belief in the entailment is safe, my belief that Larry is married to someone

Is not safe. So $aty is not closed.

Reliability is not Closed: The Logic Student

Consider next the process reliabilism condition. It says that S knowR that
only if the belief forming process responsible for S’s belief fhptoduces a
sufficiently high ratio of trued false beliefs. Being reliably produced is not closed
either. That the process responsible for the beliefRtzatd the process
responsible for the belief thRtentails Qare both reliable, does not guarantee that
the process responsible for the beffeftQ is reliable'® Consider the following
case. A student believ&sand believe® entails Q Both of these beliefs were
reliably produced. He then goes on to ir@efrom these beliefs. However, he
does this by employing a process that yields theftibliQ wheneveQ shows
up in any proof with two, or more, premisésSince that is not a reliable process,
the student’s belief th& is not reliably formed? Still, the belief thaP and the
belief thatP entails Qwere both reliably produced. So bgiproduced by a

reliable belief forming process is not closed.

The Standard Internalist Condition is not Closed: The Math Student
How about a representative internalist condition, understood as a condition
that requires knowers to have an introspectiaelyessible psychological state that

indicates the truth of the proposition believed? A condition of this sort is not
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closed, either. Consider the following case. A math student has an a priori insight
into an entailment between two mathematical claims.a®wehas an a priori

insight into the antecendent claim. She then goes on to believe the entailed
proposition, and she does so on the basis of deducing it from her other two beliefs.
These facts alone do not require that she have an a priori insight othan

introspectively available indication that the deduced proposition is true.

A Resistance Strategy

At this point, it is worth considering a resistance strategy that defenders of
some of these conditions might use. Since similar considerationstapgach
deployment of the strategy, | will confine my discussion to an internalist
deployment. In the math student case, the internalist might claim that the
internalist justifier that the student has for her belief in the antecedent, the
internalist jusifier for her belief in the entailment, along with her basing the
deduced belief on these beliefs togethdfice to constitutan introspectible state
that indicates the truth of the deduced proposition. No separate, independent
justifier is needed fathe belief in the deduced proposition.

This sort of strategy hinges on the claim thata@kdition can be closed in
virtue of just the following facts: someone meets the condition with respect to
they do the same with respectRentails Q and theibelief thatQ meets the
basing requirement. On the suggested strategy, these things are enough to meet the

internalist condition with respect @. This contrasts with a tougher standard,
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according to which a-kondition is closed only if what makes oratisfy the
condition with respect tQ is distinct from, in addition to, and not constituted by,
whatever makes one satisfy it with resped®tavhatever makes one satisfy it with
respect td® entails Q and whatever makes one meet the basing requireAnt.
The Math Studerghows, when the tougher standard is imposed, the representative
internalist condition comes out natosed.

We need to adjudicate between the two standards. The weaker standard, |
submit, is too weak. To see that we need more thaweh&er standard, consider
a proponent of the sensitivity condition who is embarrassed by the thought that
sensitivity is not closed. Suppose he attempts to avoid the embarrassment by
claiming that (1) having a sensitive belief tRai2) having a sensite belief that
P entails Q and (3) basing the belief th@ton these beliefs together constitute (4)
having a sensitive belief th@ This should only be seen as a desperate measure.
(2)-(3) simply do not constitute having a sensitive belief alo have a
sensitive belief that Q requires that ora believe Q in the nearest #@tworlds—
plain and simple. But, if the weaker standard were the correct standard, the
foregoing would successfully show that sensitivity is closed. Since it shows no
such tling, the weaker standard has to be rejected.

Someone might claim that the weaker standard is appropriate for
determining that the internalist condition is closed, but that it is not appropriate for
determining whether sensitivity is closed. But this sbdifferential treatment

would need to be motivated. We would need to know why one standard is
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appropriate for determining whether somednditions are closed, while another
standard is appropriate for determining whether others (like the sensitivity
condition) are closed. Until such rationales are supplied, we should opt for the
tougher standard; and on that standard, our representative internalist condition

comes out noitlosed.

The No Defeater Condition is Closed

Let's look at one final icondition, the no defeater conditidi.To say that
there is no defeater for S’s belief tliabased o is to say that there is no
undefeated defeater for S’s belief tRafThe notion of an undefeated defeater is
typically spelled out in two steps. First, a pragoa d defeats one’s knowledge
thatP based on evidenesf and only ifd is true and the conjunction dfande
would no longer justify S in believing. Secondd does this in a way that is itself
undefeated if, in addition, there is no further propaossif such that is true and
the conjunction ofl, e, andf would once again justify S in believify

Is the following state of affairs possible? There is no defeater for one’s
justified belief thaP, there is no defeater for one’s justified belieftth entails Q
one deduces and thereby belie@®nd yet there is a defeater for one’s justified
belief thatQ? The answer, albeit a tentative one, is ‘no.’ For consider what follows
from there being a defeater for one’s justified belief @aBupposgfor example,
that a mathematics student deri¢@fom P andP entails Q The student is then

exposed to a proof farot-Q; it defeats her justification for believir(@ As a
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result, the student is in the epistemic situation of someone who faces @raduct
absurdum of her beliefs thBtandP entails Q This would defeat her justification
for believing at least one éfandP entails Q This suggests that the no defeater

condition is closed’

Let's summarize. Somed¢onditions are closed: the trutbndition and the
undefeated justification condition fit here. Anothecdndition, though not closed,
can be finessed to come out closed without spoiling the epistemic spirit of closure:
this is where the belief condition falls. That leaves Hu@hkditions that are not
closed, and cannot be finessed. Five conditions fit into this category: the
sensitivity condition, the safety condition, the reliabilist condition, the causal

condition, and our representative internalist condition.

5. HOw THEK-CONDITIONS INTERACT

Let’s now run these results through the Containment Principle. Again, it
says
(CP) S’s failure to meet a narhosedk-condition, C, with
respect tQ does not entail that S fails to meet any other
kcondition, D, with respe to eitherP or P entails Q
Since closed{conditions are not candidates for C, we can set aside the undefeated

justification condition and focus on the fivecknditions that are not closed. | will
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use the same cases to show that none of these cosditant against the
Containment Principle.

Recall Dretske’s Zebra Case. It was used to show that sensitivity is not
closed. Fred'’s belief that there is not a cleverly disguised mule in front ef him
call this, hism-belief—is not sensitive. He arriveat this belief by deduction from
his belief that there is a zebra in front of htoall this, hisz-belief—and his
belief in the relevant entailment. However, the fact thatrHielief is not
sensitive does not take anything away fromzkiglief or hs belief in the
entailment. For Fred need not fail to meet argpkdition with respect to either
or the entailment. It is consistent with the case as described that with respect to
bothz and the entailment, Fred meets the truth condition, the safetijtion, the
reliabilist condition, the causal condition, and the representative internalist
condition. In fact, the case that Dretske seems to want us to consider is a mundane
case in which Fred meets all these other conditions with respect to drudkhe
entailment.

Things are not as obvious when D is occupied by the no defeater
condition’® From the fact that Fredis-belief is not sensitive, does it follow that
either the justification for hiz-belief is defeated or the justification for his belief
thatz entails ms defeated? If the fact that Fred'sbelief is insensitive is added
to the evidence that he has faind is also added to his evidenced@ntails m
does the correct theory of justification have it that he is no longer justified in

holding one of these last beliefs? Maybe it does, since Fred will have been
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informed that a close entailment of what he believes is something that he fails to
sensitively believe.

We should be cautious, though. For one, it does not look like defeat ensues
if sensitivity is only acandidatek-condition and not among tlaetual k-
conditions. For if it is only a candidateckndition, the defeating statusfafed’s
belief that m is insensitiwagill itself be defeated by the further addition of
sensitivity is nban actual condition on knowledg®n the other hand, if it turns
out that sensitivity is among the actuaténditions, the defeater could be
strengthened so that it rea@ised’s belief that m is insensitive sensitivity is a
condition on knowledgesill this might not be enough to constitute a defeater for
either Fred’'sz-belief or his belief that entails mFor even when Fred comes to
believe that his belief in the inferred proposition is insensitive, it does not follow
(as we have seen) that ettlod these last two beliefs is insensitive, mistaken, or in
any other way epistemically defective. This suggests that sensitivity is contained
vis-a-vis undefeated justification.

Our next norclosed condition is the causal condition. We saw that it too
exhibits closure failure in the zebra case. | will argue that it too respects the
Containment Principle. Notice that in this case too, the fact that Frelo&ief is
not appropriately caused need not take anything away from eithebéiief or
his beli¢ thatz implies mAs we just saw, the last two beliefs are nonetheless
sensitive, safe, reliably produced, and conform to the simple internalist condition.

Moreover, the same considerations apply when D is occupied by the no defeater
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condition. Those caiderations run as follows. Suppose, first, that the fact that
Fred’sm-belief fails to be appropriately caused is added both to his evidenze for
and his evidence far entails mEither the causal condition is among the actual k
conditions, or it is notlf it is not, then the fact that it is not neutralizes any
defeating power that the added evidence might have had; so, defeat does not
ensue. If it is among the actuatknditions, defeat may still not ensue, since even
with the addition, it does not fow that Fred’sm-belief or his belief that entails
mis, in any independent way, epistemically defective.

Safety also respects Containment. Recall the case involving Larry. My
failure to have a safe belief that Larry is married to someone does aibt et
my belief that Larry is married to Pat fails to meet any othewrdition, nor does
it follow that my belief in the relevant entailment (i.e. if Larry is married to Pat
then he is married to someone) fails to meet any otltenklition. We can
imagine that both of these beliefs meet all of the othagriditions: they are true,
sensitive’? reliably formed, and they meet the causal condition and the internalist
condition.

Once again, things are more complicated when we turn to the undefeated
justification condition. Here, the considerations that applied in the discussions of
sensitivity and safety replay themselves. If safety is not among the actual k
conditions, this fact can be addedy belief that Larry is married to someone is
unsafewith theresult that defeat does not seem to ensue. If safety is a genuine k

condition, then whesafety is a genuine¢onditionandmy belief that Larry is
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married to someone is unsageadded to my evidence fbarry is married to Pat
and to my evidence for ¢hentailment, it is still not obvious that either of the latter
two beliefs will no longer be justified. Again, the worry is that the belief that
Larry is married to someornie unsafe does not entail that either of the latter
beliefs is in any way epistenally defective.

Similar things apply regardinghe Logic Studerdase that was used to
illustrate that being reliably produced is not closed. That case can be filled in so
that the logic student meets all thednditions with respect to both of the
premies from which he begins. Both beliefs, we can suppose, are true, sensitive,
safe, appropriately caused, justified by internalist standards, and indefeasibly
justified. So too withThe Math Studerdase in which internalist justification
failed to be clos® The math student’s starting beliefs, we can suppose, meet all of
our k-conditions. Once again, the failure to meet thehkdition with respect to
the propositiorQ seems well contained. It does not entail that the belief iRthe
proposition or the badf in P entails Qfails to meet any other condition.

So we can conclude, albeit inductively, that if any of theclosed
conditions surveyed here shows up among the actcahditions, they will

respect the Containment Principle and consequently @asillrbe false®

6. IMPLICATIONS FOR THECLOSUREDEBATE

So far we have a deductive case for PC and an inductive case for AC.

Together these yield the Equivalence Claim: Closure is true just in case all k
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conditions are closed. What effect should the #dof Equivalence have on the
debate over Closure, a debate that goes back to Fred Dretske’s important papers
from the early 1970s? Since then most epistemologists haveumedfavor of
Closure. Still, those who have opposed it are a formidable banobng them

Dretske himself, Robert Nozick, Alvin Goldman, Colin McGinn, and Robert
Audi.?* What implications does my defense of Equivalence have for this debate?

Let’'s begin with some straightforward implications. Equivalence entails

that two views are fae. One view combines an analysis of knowledge on which
all k-conditions are closed with the denial of Closure. This view runs contrary to
PC; for this reason, it is false. As far as | can tell, this view is not endorsed by
anyone. However, another viehat Equivalence rules out has been defended. Ted
Warfield extends a helping hand to the view that combines an analysis on which
one (or more) fcondition is not closed with the view that Closure is corfect.
This view runs contrary to AC; so, it too shadde rejected. In short, mixed or
half-way positions are false. That leaves two views. On one;ahklitions are
closed and Closure is true; on the other, one (or mecepHition is not closed
and Closure is false.

A second implication of Equivalen@pplies to some p+Glosure
epistemologists, namely those who are sufficiently confident in the truth of
Closure that they will reject a theory of knowledge on the grounds that, on that
theory, knowledge does not come out closed. Though Equivalenceatdel ns

whether this is defensible, it does have this interesting implication: via AC, pro
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Closure people of this persuasion can infer that being closed is also an adequacy
condition on something’s being ackndition.

There is a related, less benigmpiication for those in the prGlosure
camp. This is an implication thall proponents of Closure must face, whether
they are confident enough to impose Closure as an adequacy condition, or not. It
follows from Equivalence in conjunction with an impottapshot of our earlier
survey. According to the survey, many familiacénditions, both internalist and
externalist in nature, aret closed. This puts pressure on the-@Gtosure
epistemologist, since it means that she must either reject all ofabredikions
that we surveyed (except the undefeated justification condition, since it is closed),
or for any such condition that she incorporates into her analysis of knowledge, she
must modify it so that it comes out closed. Either way, she may run ifiteprs.
If she takes the first route and opts for an analysis of knowledge that does not
include any of the surveyeddonditions (again, save the undefeated justification
condition), it is unclear what her analysis will include. After all, the survey
coverdall of the familiar epistemic conditions in their basic forms. On the other
hand, if she takes the second route, as her modifications get more intricate, unless
she provides independent support for those modifications, getting by without
Closure will apear simpler, less ad hoc, and more attractive.

Still, these are just pressures. Defenders of Closure might overcome them.

Suppose, for a moment, that they do. In that case, could anything here help decide



Publishedn Erkenntniss5 (2006): 365383 Page4 of 30

between the pr€losure position that respects Realence and the ar€losure
position that respects Equivalence?

For a certain audience, the answer is ‘yes.’ These are people that subscribe
to two claims. They think that the familiar considerations on both sides of the
Closure debate are equally corthipg; and, in addition, they are sufficiently
confident that some particular analysis of knowledge is correct. All these people
need to do to overcome the perceived stalemate is let their favomulkions
dictate a verdict regarding Closure. If albsfe conditions are closed, then via PC
they can infer Closure. On the other hand, if one (or more) of their faveored k
conditions is not closed, then via AC they can reject Closure.

Not too many epistemologists seem to fit this profile, though. Most report
to having a fairly strong opinion about Closure, almost invariably &pysure
opinion. The dialectical situation between those strongly opinionated in favor of
Closure and those strongly opinionated against Closure is probably one in which
neither sidas going to be able to use Equivalence to help win the other side over.
For consider how this would be attempted. Those who reject Closure might argue
for a certain analysis of knowledge, show that one (or more) condition in their
analysis is not closedhen use AC to claim that Closure is false. Meanwhile, those
on the preClosure side might argue for a certain analysis of knowledge, show that
each condition in their analysis is closed, then use PC to derive Closure. Perhaps,
neither of these parties shduhink they are going to win the other side over,

though. The main obstacle is the fact that there seems to be, if anything, more
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controversy over what the correct&nditions are than there is over Closure. For
this reason, an appeal to some set-cbhkditions will probably not be effective in
winning over someone sufficiently confident who holds the opposing view about
Closure.

Still, Equivalence has important implications: it narrows to two the
defensible ways in which analyses of knowledge can béiced with attitudes to
Closure; and in tandem with the results of the survey, it puts serious pressure on

the proClosure outlook that has become orthodtky.

NOTES

' This schema says that C is closedler Gentailment A distinct schema says
that C is closedinder known entailmenthe difference between the two is this:
whereS meets C with respect to P elg&) appears in the antecedent of the first,
the second has, inste&lknows that P entails.@he arguments that | will give
go through for both schemata.

2 See Warfield (2004), Brueckner (2004), and Huemer (2005).

*Pryor (2000) argues that his priple is crucial to the skeptical argument that |
outline at the beginning of the next section.

*Transmission was first discussed in Wright (1985). Wright has continued to work
on the nature of transmission, especially as it relates to Michael McKinsey's
argument for the incompatibility of privileged access and semantic externalism.
For that important implication, see Wright (2003) and McKinsey (2003).

*Closure is weaker than the first because Closure does not require that S
antecedently know th& if S is going to know th& and know thaP entails Q

Closure is weaker than Transmission because Closure does not say that if S knows
thatP and S knows tha& entails Q then S can come to know tl@for the very

first time
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® Warfield (2004) goes agast this conjecture. From the fact that sormRdition
Is not closed, he claim, it does not follow that knowledge is not closed. This is
because knowledge might still be closed in virtue of the fact that some other k
condition, or combination of-kondiions, is closed. Warfield’s point is right as
far as it goes- from just the fact that adcondition is not closed, it does not follow
that knowledge is not closed. Still, those who wonder hoveanklition could fail
to be closed, while knowledge nonetsd is closed, might want this point
illuminated- this section is intended to provide the illumination. Ultimately,
however, | will argue that Warfield’s claim is false. | will argue that on any
account of knowledge that includes a familiazdadition that turns out not to be
closed, Closure is false.

"From here on out, | will not mention the latter two claims in Closure’s
antecedent. They read: “S goes on to infer from these to béieaad “S thereby
bases the belief th& on these beliefs.” | offr a rationale for this simplifying
assumption at the beginning of Section 4. For the need for such claims, as well as
other touchups to Closure, see Brueckner (1985), Hales (1995), and Hawthorne
(2005).

8 Brueckner (2004) p. 334. Brueckner would sayshme regarding entails Q
namely if the conditions for knowledge are independent of each other, then S
meets D with respect ® entails Qdoes not entail that S meets C with respect to

Q.

°If the survey did turn up a pair ofdonditions that discominm the Containment
Principle, then the principle would be false. In turn, AC would be false. But this
ignores a complication that | will keep mostly suppressed. The complication is
owed to the fact that what we are really discussing hereaacidatek-

conditions. Presumably, just a subset of these candidadaditions are among
theactual conditions on knowledge. However, since the following survey will fail
to uncover even any candidateénditions that count against the Containment
Principle, debateover what the correctéonditions are can be sidestepped.

YFred's belief in the entailment is sensitive if and only if: if the entailment were
false, then Fred would not believe it. This is a counterfactual conditional with an
impossible antecedentn@he view that there are only possible worlds, and no
impossible worlds, counterfactuals of this kind are true. Here | will simply assume
this view, largely in order to get on with determining whether sensitivity is closed.
Most epistemologists won't finthis objectionable, as it is standard, at least in the
epistemology literature, to think that the sensitivity condition is always met with
respect to necessary truths. See Lewis (1973)-g6Fr discussion of
counterfactuals with impossible antecedents
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1 See Collins, Hall, and Paul (2004) for a discussion of the main kinds of
counterexamples to the counterfactual theory.

12 Ernest Sosa is the chief proponent of safety. See Sosa (2002).

13 Since the process responsible for the beliefGhista beliefdependent process,
(roughly) its reliability is determined by the frequency with which it takes one
from true beliefs as inputs to true beliefs as outputs versus the frequency with
which it takes one from true beliefs as inputs to false belief as ougres.
Goldman (1986), chapter 5.

“For this reason, the student meets the basing requirement: his beli@ighat
based on his belief th&and his belief tha® entails Q

1> From the point of view of process reliabilism, the fact that the contertiesé t
beliefs make for a deductively valid argument is irrelevant.

*See Lehrer and Paxson (1969).

In the case given, the proof fleot-Q is an overriding defeater f@J, since the
proof is a reason to believe the deniafpfThere is another type defeater, an
undermining defeater it consists in reasons to distrust how one arrived at the
(defeated) belief. So, what about underminers? Does an underminer for one’s
belief thatQ entail that either the warrant for one’s belief thas defeated or &
warrant for one’s belief th& entails Qis defeated? Since the underminer for
one’s belief thaQ can take aim at any epistemically essential element in one’s
arrival atQ, among underminers are reasons to think that the belieDtisatot
based onhe beliefs thaP andP entails Q Such an underminer would not defeat
the warrant for the belief th& or for the warrant for the belief thBtentails Q It
follows that a no undermining defeater condition is not closed. Still, a no
overriding defeatecondition is closed.

¥Though | have argued that undefeated justification is closed, we must substitute
closed, as well as nezlosed, kconditions into the D slot.

¥ My belief that Larry is married to Pat is sensitive because if Pat had rejected
Larry’s proposal, Larry would have told me that he is married to someone else; in
which case, | would not have believed that he is married to Pat. My belief in the
conditional is sensitive since the conditional is necessarily true.
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*®Though, detailed examinatianf several issues is heeded to get a handle on
exactly how inductively strong the preceding case for AC is. | will just mention
one. It concerns how my (admittedly) exclusive focus on basic incarnations of
familiar k-conditions bears on the strength of oage. This might severely

weaken my case given the fact that proponents of these conditions usually end up
defending distinct, more nuanced descendents of these basic conditions. To this, |
have two responses. First, since the nuances are not introducedté the given
conditions closed, but rather to achieve other ends like evading counterexamples
to a proffered analysis of knowledge, it would be a fluke if the nuances made the
resulting conditions closed. Second, the same point also applies in redatien

role played by the Containment Principle: since the nuances are not introduced
with anything about the Containment Principle in mind, it would be a sheer fluke

if some combination of nuanced conditions violated the Containment Principle.

1 See Driske (1970), Nozick (1981), Goldman (1986), McGinn (1984), and Audi
(1988).

22See Warfield (2004).

23 Thanks to Albert Casullo, Murali Ramachandran, Jason Stanley, and two
referees for comments.
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